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Current Topics. 
The Late Sir George Farwell, 
WE REGRET to see as we are going to press the announce 
ment of the death of Sir George FARWELL, one of the most 


distinguished judges of a period which has been fertile in 
judicial eminence on the Chancery side. 


Irregularities of the Exchequer. 

Mr. McKenna’s high-handed, though beneficent action, in 
preventing the evasion of his new customs duties on the eve of 
the Budget by refusing to allow abnormal clearances of tea, 
necessarily suggests to lawyers the question of its legality. The 
issue is not quite so simple as that which was raised success 
fully by Mr. Ginson BowLts in the famous cause célébre of 
Bowles v. Bank of England (1913, 1 Ch. 57). In that case, 
after the House of Commons had passed resolutions authorizing 
the imposition of a new income tax, but before there resolutions 
had received statutory effect by the enactment of the yearly 
Finance Act, the Bank of England, acting on Treasury instruc 
tions, deducted income tax from dividends due to Mr. BowLes. 
Attempts to justify this deduction under various statutes 
affecting only the machinery of tax collection failed, 
and Mr. BowLes obtained a declaration that the action of 
the Bank and the Treasury was illegal. The result, of course, 
was that the Provisional Collection of Taxes Act, 1913, was 
passed to legalize in future the collection of new taxes immediately 
upon thsir imposition by resolut?vn of the House of Commons. 
But Mr. McKenna did not direct the Customs authorities to make 
an extra charge on tea and other commodities removed from 
bond pending the commencement of his Budget proposals ; he 
merely instructed them to delay the delivery of goods whose 
owners applied to withdraw them from bond. Hence Clause 12 
of Magna Carta, Clause 1 of the Sfatutum de Yallagio non Con- 
cedendo in 1297, Clause 10 of the Retition of Right, and the 
declaration of the Bill of Rights, all of which Mr, BowLrs re 
lied on so successfully in the above case, have no application to 
the present action of the Customs officers. At the same time, 
deliberate delay of the kind sanctioned by Mr. MCKENNA is 
clearly an actionable wrong, and no doubt damages for the de- 
tention are at common law recoverable by the parties aggrieved 
—the measure of the damage being the difference between the 
old and new rates of duty. But, of course, Parliament can 
always defeat such rights by means of an Act of Indemnity. 


London and the Liquor Regulations. 

Ir MAY be worth while to indicate here very briefly the 
modus operandi by means of which no-treating regulations can 
be imposed in London. The chain of authority is four-fold. 
First comes the Act of Parliament, the Defence of the Realm 
(Amendment) (No. 3) Act, 1915, which came into operation on 
19th May. Although the title does not suggest the fact, this 
Act is wholly concerned with Liquor Control in time of war. 
Clause 1 (2) gives to His Majesty in Council power to issue 
regulations under the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Act, 
1914, to take effect in any area to which they are applied, for 
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five purposes, the most sweeping of which is the last, namely, 
“ generally, for modifying so far as it appears 
necessary or expedient the provisions of the Acts relating to 
licensing or the sale of intoxicating liquor in their application 
to the area.” Now, what is meant by “ modifying ” the Licensing 
Acts ? Does it include a pewer to legislate for the prevention of 
drinking in ways not contemplated by these Acts at all? Or 
does it merely confer powers to vary the closing hours and 
similar restrictions or requirements contained in these Statutes ! 
If the latter is the correct interpretation of this wide-reaching 
power, then it is arguable that a no-treating order is quite ultra 
vires, since nothing of the kind appears in the existing 
Licensing Acts. However this may be, we pass on to the 
second link in the chain, namely, the Liquor Control Order 
in Council of 10th June, which proceeded to exercise 
the powers conferred by clause 1 (2) of the Act, and 
constituted a new Government authority for the control of 
liquor in scheduled war areas to which it gave the name of the 
Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic). The powers conferred 
by the Order in Council on this Board are very wide ; among 
others they can issue an Order to prevent the practice of 
treating in any scheduled war area (Clause 4). But what are 
these “scheduled areas”? ‘This brings us to the third link in 
the chain, namely, an Order in Council prescribing any area as @ 
scheduled war area for purposes of liquor control. The leading 
Order of this kind was one dated 6th July, and, as announced 
elsewhere, a similar Order in Council has been gazetted, which 
schedules the Greater London area, namely, the City of London, 
the Metropolitan Police District, the Urban District of Watford, 
Romford Petty Sessional Division, Dartford Urban District, and 
certain parishes in Kent. The effect of this and the preceding 
Order in Council is to give the Central Board power to make 
for this Greater London area a series of Orders or Regulations 
controlling the liquor traffic, and when these new Orders are 
made they will be the fourth chain in the control of liquor traffic 
in London. The new Order which the Centrai Board proposes 
to make for London is not, at the time of writing, published, 
though it is stated that it will be issued this week and will come 
into force on 11th October, and it is generally understood that 
it will contajn a “ no-treating ” order. 


The Execution of Trusts (War Facilities) Acts. 

A CORRESPONDENT, in a letter which we print elsewhere, 
raises again the question whether under the Execution of 
Trusts (War Facilities) Act, 1914, a trustee can appoint a 
co-trustee as attorney. When the point was first mooted, just 
after the passing of the Act, we expressed the opinion that 
this could not be done (ante, pp. 144, 157). The attorney 
must be a ‘‘ person capable of being appointed to be a trustee 
of the trust,’’ and an existing trustee cannot be so appointed, 
since he is already a trustee. But a correspondent whose 
opinion was entitled to weight (ante, p. 176) suggested that 
the Act was capable of receiving, and for reasons of con- 
venience ought to receive, a more liberal construction. Since 
that time we are not aware that there has been any 
authoritative pronouncement on the point. There was the 
further question whether the original Act extended to 
executors, and on this we ventured the opinion that it did 
not. Now comes the Amendment Act, passed 29th July 
(ante, p. 694), section 2 of which, “‘ for removing doubts,”’ 
declares that an executor or administrator is a trustee within 
the meaning of the principal Act. That removes one doubt; 
or rather, since the point was not doubtful, extends the Act. 
And then the section provides that he may appoint as his 
attorney his co-executor or co-administrator, but it says 
nothing about a trustee appointing his co-trustee. This is a 
singular specimen of defective draftmanship, for if a trustee 
could appoint his co-trustee under the principal Act, it was 
needless to introduce a special provision for an executor in 
the amending Act; and if a trustee could not appoint his 
co-trustee under the principal Ac., then the provision in the 
amending Act as to the appointment of a co-executor should 
have been extended to trustees. Still, if we disregard the 
niceties of draftsmanship, the effect of the provision as to a 





co-executor in the amending Act seems to amount to a legis- 
lative recognition that a trustee can appoint his co-trustee as 
attorney under the principal Act, and, as at present advised, 
we think that this is the right construction of the Acts. 


Parliament and the Prercgative, 

THERE HAS been an interesting constitutional controversy 
recently in the columns of the 7Jimes. The protagonists are two 
figures better known to actual Members of Parliament than 
to the public, Mr CALDWELL and Mr. Swirr MAcCNEILL, both 
authoritative exponents of the rules and procedure of the House 
of Commons. ‘The subject of the controversy is whether or 
not the King can constitutionally dissolve Parliament on his 
own initiative and without the assent of his Ministers. Need- 
less to say, the discussion is academic only. His Majesty, we 
imagine, has no intention of acting otherwise than on the advice 
of his Ministers. And by effluxion of time, unless renewed in 
the present session by a new statute, the present Parliament 
automatically terminates in January under the provisions of the 
Parliament Act. But the academic point is not without its 
interest, if only because it unfolds a confusion of mind in the 
protagonists which is often found in laymen, however learned, 
who venture to pronounce upon questions of law. Mr. Catp- 
WELL says that the King can constitutionally dissolve Parlia- 
ment without consulting his Ministers ; but a moment's exami- 
nation of the reasons he gives shews that what he means is 
something rather different ; he means that the King has /egally 
this power. Mr. Swirt MACNEILL quotes ANSON, BAGenor, 
and other authorities to shew that the King bas no such con- 
stitutional power ; but what his authorities really say is that, 
although in law the King can dissolve Parliament, yet to do so 
on his own initiative would be contrary to the spirit and the 
conventions of the Constitution. Each of these statements is 
undoubtedly true. The dispute is a mere logomachy, which 
arises out of the ambiguous use of the word “ unconstitutional,” 
which sometimes means “illegal” and sometimes merely 
“ against the conventions of the Constitution.” The connection 
between these two meanings of the word is brilliantly elucidated 
in Chapter VIII. of Professor Dicey’s standard work on Con- 
stitutional Law and Custom. 


The Dissolution of Parliament. 


THERE ARE two possible modes of dissolving Parliament which 
are equally valid legally. The King may come in person to 
dissolve Parliament, just as he comes in person or sends Com 
missioners to prorogue it. On such occasions His Majesty seats 
himself on the Throne in the House of Lords, and the Commons 
are summoned by the Gentleman Usher of the Black Rod. 
The Speaker, arriving at the Bar of the Upper Chamber, makes 
a speech on the work of the Session, and hands the Appropria- 
tion Bill to the Clerk of Parliaments. To this and any other 
Bill which has not yet received the Royal Assent that Assent 
is now given, and the Sovereign reads the Speech from the 
‘Throne. Then the Lord Chancellor advances, kneels 
and receives the Royal directions as to the Dissolution of 
Parliament, which he at once announces as the Royal Pleasure 
from the steps of the Throne. This is the old mode of dissolving 
Parliament, but it has been disused since the days of 
George Ill. The modern method is more complicated. 
The King in person, or by Lords Commissioners, prorogues both 
Houses to a future date ; he does so by substantially the same 
procedure as that outlined above for purposes of a dissolution. 
Before that date arrives a Proclamation under the Great Seal is 
issued dissolving Parliament. Now, whether or not His Majesty's 
Ministers advise a dissolution, there is no doubt that if the King 
chooses to adopt either of the above methods a dissolution 
automatically follows. The King, indeed, can only act through 
the Lord Chancellor, who must announce the Royal Pleasure to 
both Houses, and, of course, if the Lord Chancellor for the time 
being refused so to do, the King would have to take from him 
the Great Seal and confer it on another willing to do his bidding. 
But that difficulty being successfully surmounted—as, of 
course, it always could be—the exercise of the Koyal Preroga- 
tive would be valid in law and could_not be questioned in any 
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law court. Yet every constitutional lawyer would at once declare 
it “unconstitutional.” He would mean that such a procedure 
was contrary to the spirit of the constitution and a breach of its 
conventions. According to these conventions the King must 
act on the advice of his Premier for the time being, ic, 
on the advice of the leader of the party which commands a 
majority in the House of Commons. If he acts otherwise, 
then his act is unconstitutional, and any person who 
by accepting the office of Lord Chancellor, renders possible the 
performance of the unconstitutional act would become subject to 
impeachment. For impeachment of the person through whom the 
sovereign acts is the constitutional sanction which penalizes and 
restrains unconstitutional exercises of the prerogative. We 
need scarcely add that in the hands of the present Sovereign the 
constitution is safe. 


Aircraft Insurance. 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print in another column, 
makes the practical suggestion that the Fires Prevention 
(Metropolis) Act, 1774 (14 Geo. 3, ¢. 78), s. 83, should be 
extended so as to cover reinstatement of buildings destroyed 
by aircraft. That is the statute which requires fire offices, 
on the request of any persons interested in the buildings insured, 
to cause the insurance money to be expended, as far as it will 
go, towards reinstating the buildings. It bas been decided, 
alter some doubt, that this statute, though the title seems to 
confine it to the metropolis, is of general application (J’e (/uicke’s 
Trusts, 1908, 1 Ch. 887), but our correspondent assumes that it 
is confined to loss by fire. No doubt this is so, though since 
the present aircraft insurance is undertaken by fire offices, the 
statute should apply to these insurances whether the damage is 
immediately caused by fire or not. Hence it would be convenient 
to pass a statute, as our correspondent suggests, making the 
existing statute apply generally to aircraft insurance. A 
corresponcent of the 7imes (Mr. FRANK SAMUEL in the issue of 
25th September) noticing that the burden of damage will usually 
fall on the tenant—this we drew attention to when first dis- 
cussing the subject (ante, p. 592)—suggests a short Act of 
Parliament allowing any terant liable under the usual 
repairing covenant to deduct one-half of the insurance premium 
paid from the rent payable on the following quarter day. The 
liability for insurance would thereby fall equally on landlord 
and tenant. Another correspondent to the Zimes (24th Sept.) 

ives an interesting extract from Pepys’ Diary for 5th 
Serene, 1666, stating that the judges had held that lessees 
under their obligation to repair must bear the loss of fire, unless 
it was caused by an enemy, and since an “enemy” had 
been convicted and hanged for causing the Great Fire, this was, 
as PEPYS puts it, ‘an excellent salvo” for the tenants. We 
doubt, however, the result as a matter of law, and in any case 
that calamity caused so much trouble that in 1667 an Act was 
passed (19 Car. 2, c. 2) setting up a special Court consisting of 
common law judges to determine summarily “without the 
formalities of proceedings in courts of law or equity” all 
differences arising between landlords and tenants and other 
persons out of the fire. It may be hoped that no such general 
destruction of property will recur, but it seems that catastrophes 
of this kind, which are outside the contemplation of the parties 
in arranging tenancies, may well receive the special attention of 
the Legislature. 


Licensing Compensation Charge. 


WE PRINT elsewhere a letter from correspondents raising an 
interesting question as to the right of the tenant of licensed 
premises to deduct from his rent under section 21 (3) of the Licens- 
ing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, the statutory proportion of the 
compensation charge as given in Schedule IIL, Part IL, of the 
Act. The point is that the premises were not originally let as 
licensed premises ; in fact, there was then no house at all ; and 
consequently the lease contains no provision for keeping up the 
licence. The house has been built and the licence acquired in the 
course of the term, and the lessee can surrender or forfeit it 
without incurring any liability to the lessor. Section 21 (3), which 





was originally enacted by the Licensing Act, 1904, contains no 
special provision for such a case. It authorizes quite generally 
the deduction by ‘‘a holder of a licence” from his rent of a 
certain proportion of the charge, increasing as the unexpired 
term diminishes, and so on by each successive lessee from the 
rent payable to his immediate landlord, There appears to be 
nothing in the sub-section to confine its operation to cases where the 
landlor:d has some guarantee that the licence will be handed to him 
at the expiration of the term, and while we do not remember any 
occasion on which the point has been specifically discussed, it was 
recognized in Liverpool Corporation v. eter Walker & Son (1908, 
2 K. B., p. 49) that the compensation provisions apply although 
there is no liability on the lessee to maintain the licence. The 
question there was as to the division among the parties interested 
of the compensation paid on extinction of the licence. This, 
FARWELL, L.J., pointed out, should be in proportion to the respec- 
tive values of the interests of the lessor and lessee, and among 
the matters to be taken into consideration, he specified “ the fact 
that in the particular case the lessees were under no obligation 
to maintain the licence, or to surrender the premises with a 
licence.” That seems to fit the case put by our correspondents ; 
indeed, they recognize that the lessor there is interested in the divi- 
sion of the compensation ; and it also shews, we think, that the 
obligation of the lessee to maintain the licence is not the test of 
his right to make the statutory deduction from rent. These 
schemes for apportioning taxes by deduction from rent are, as 
recent experience has shewn, very arbitrary, and in the case of 
the compensation charge the proportion to be deducted is fixed, 
while the landlord's interes¢ in the compensation fund, built up in 
part by himself, is variable. The objection that the result is inequit- 
able has, as sufficiently appears from the decisions on section 2 of 
the Finance Act, 1912, to which also our correspondents refer, no 
hearing on the legal result. That section could not apply to the 
case they put, because there has been a change in title to the rever- 
sion and the deduction can only be made against the “ grantor ” of 
the lease (odeya Co. v. Martin, ante, p. 660) ; and apart from this, 
the section only applies where premises have been let as licensed 
premises, and an increased rent or premium has been thereby 
obtained, 


» ° ° 
The Right of Interned Aliens to Sue. 

Ix his very important judgment in Schaffenius v. Goldberg 
(Times, 30th ult.) Mr. Justice Youncer has rejected the 
argument that an alien enemy resident in this country loses, 
on being interned, his right to sue in our courts. So far as 
the argument depended on the Proclamations against Trading 
with the Enemy, it is shen to be groundless by the fact that 
an alien enemy resident here is not an ‘‘ enemy’’ within the 
meaning of those Proclamations. The expression ‘‘ enemy ”’ 
there means a person of whatever nationality resident or 
carrying on business in an enemy country, but it does not 
include persons of enemy nationality ‘who are neither resident 
nor carrying on business in an enemy country. But we doubt 
whether the right to sue in our courts has anything to do with 
the Proclamations. It would seem that a British subject 
resident in Germany can sue here notwithstanding that he is 
technically an ‘‘ enemy,’’ though no payment can be made to 
him save by the licence of the Foreign Office. Moreover, it 
was settled by the decision of Sarcant, J., in Princess of 
Thurn and Taxis v. Moffitt (ante, p. 26; 1915, 1 Ch. 58), that 
registration of an alien under the Aliens Restriction Act and 
Order operates as a licence to him to remain in this country ; 
or rather, perhaps, that, since he was in this country su pro- 
tectione regis on the outbreak of war, he remains under that 
protection, with the consequent right of suing, and this is not 
interfered with by the restraint put upon him by the Restric- 
tion Act and Order. 

The point before Youncer, J., was whether, this state of 
things was altered by internment. Now, internment has been 
regarded in the King’s Bench Division as a revocation of the 
implied licence, and as putting the interned alien ex lege and 
converting him into a prisoner of war. But his being @ 
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of war does not extinguish his right of suit. 
aid Eyre, C.J., in Sparenburgh v. 
170), where this was held, ‘‘ has 


prisoner 
‘Modern ciVilisation, 
Bannatyne (1 Bos. & P 
introduced great qualifications to solten the rigours of war; 
and allows a degree of intercourse with enemies, and par 
ticularly with prisoners of war, which can hardly be carried 
on without the assistance of our courts of justice. It is not, 
therefore, good policy to encourage these strict notions [that 
is, as to the denial of the right of action], which are insisted 
on contrary to morality and public convenience.’’ That was 
in 1797, and view s to the relations 
tates appear to have deteriorated since It may, or 
may not be as Low, J., did in Rk. v r 

p. 733), that the internment of an alien enemy operates 


England. Mr. 


and expressed 


between the subjects of 
enemy 
correct to say, Liehmann 
(ante, 1 
as a revocation of his licence to remain in 
Justi YOUNGER intimated doubt as to this. 
the natural view that the revocation of the licence would be 
implied, that 


accompanied by some intimation, express or 


the alien must perforce depart; not an arrest by which he is 
effectually prevented from going away 
At any rate, the King’s 


affect the right of civil suit The 


Bench decision does not, in the 
opinion of YounGer, J 
internment operates only as a more pressing invitation to the 
alien to remain, and his right to sue in the civil courts is not 
prejudiced And, apart from technicalities, it is quite clear 
that, since the interned alien remains liable for debts con 
tracted in this 
to support, he must be at liberty to recover moneys due to 


More over, the 


have, we believe, in numerous instances been placed in the 
I 


country, and may have an uninterned family 


himself businesses of interned aliens which 


hands of managers, would be brought to a standstill. On sub 


stantial grounds there is no reason to refuse the right of suit 
to interned aliens, and the decision of Youncer, J., in the 
present case follows the liberal lines of that of SARGANT, J 


in the Prince of Thur cCuse 


The Delegation of a Power. 


THAT a power must be strictly followed is generally received and 
admitted. The donee of the statutory power to appoint new 
trustees cannot, for instance, appoint himself, inasmuch as his po” er 
extends only to appointing “ another person or other persons ” 
(Ite Skeals’ Settlement, Skeats v. Evans, 42 Ch. Div. 522; J’e Newen, 
Newen v. Parnes, 1894, 2 Ch 297; Re Mercer,38 Sovicitors 
JOURNAL, 338 ; Re S unpson, 1906, 1 Ch. 435). We are still inclined 
‘to think, however, that the extent to which the principle pene 
trates into divers dark corners is sometimes overlooked, and that 
a recently reported case came opportunely, not so much to teach 
anything very nove!, as to remind the practitioner of the occult 
effect which a well-known rule may possess. 

It is only natural that a donee of a power of appointment 
among his children should be anxious to do the best for them ; 
should feel that, with life’s uncertainty, he ought not to delay an 
appointment, and yet perceive be could do better if they were 
older, and their respective paths in life had become more settled. 
One can, therefore, sympathise with, and understand, the father 
who appointed that the corpus of a fund should not be divided 
until his wife’s death; that she should receive the dividends 
during her life and apply the same, in the exercise of her sound 
discretion, for the best interests and advantage of his children ; 
and that, on her death, the capital should be divided among his 
children in certain proportions. He was, none the less, clearly 
attempting to deviate from his authority and to subsitute a deputy 
(in his wife) for a deputy (himself) in a matter implying per 
sonal <liscretion ; and it would be quite hopeless to argue that his 
direction respecting the dividends was not delegatory, because 
it provided that they were to be applied for tl e benefit of the 
objects of the power, and the mother could not, even if she were 
so disposed, withheld a single shilling from the children. The 
execution of the power, in eo far as it directed the dividends to 
be paid to the wife as a delegate for the residve of her life, was 
clearly tad, and, asa result, until her death those dividends 








would have to be paid or applied as provided in the settlement 
in ease there was default in making an appointment (Chester vy. 
Chadwick, 13 Sim. 102). 

When appointing a life interest to a female object of a power, 
some donees bave purported to give the lady, in addition, a 
power to appoint a life interest to her busband, in absolute dis- 
regard, apparently, of the maxim delegatus non potest delegare, as 
well as of the fact that the husband is not an object of the 
power. The result, of course, of such an introduction of another 
power must be that the appointment has to be read as if the 
words respecting the delegated power formed no yjart of 
the document ; the construction of the remainder of the document 
will not, however, be affected by these words, Carr v. Atkinson 
(L. R. 14 Eq. 397) ; Williamson v. Farwell (35 C.D. 128). Anda 
study of the facts of the recently reported case Le Joicey, 
Joicey v. Elliott (1915, 2 Ch. 115) will disclose that there the 
donee, in exercising a power of appointing to her children by 
will, enteavoured, by a proviso, to give what was, in effect, a 
power to her trustees, in their absolute discretion, to alter the 
devolution of the property which she had already appointed ; to 
turn one son’s contingent interest into an absolute interest ; and 
to destroy the interest to which the younger children and their 
issue might, in certain events, become entitled under the 
appointment. And it is not surprising to find that the Court 
of Appeal unanimously decided that the proviso was an ingenious 
and subtle attempt at delegation, and, inasmuch as the instru 
ment which conferred the power contained no authority to dele 
gate, that this attempt was ultra vires in the donee, and futile. 
Similarly an exercise of a power whieh confers on trustees a dis- 
cretion as to the application of income is a delegation of the 
power, and, unless such de'egation is expressly authorized, is 
bad (te Baldock, 48 Soticirors’ JOURNAL, 492; Re Greenslade, 
ante, p. 105; 1915, 1 Ch. 155). 

But it would, we think, be a mistake to conclude that, in the 
exercise of various discretionary duties, one is not permitted to 
consult with others, or to employ others to do certain ancillary 
routine work. In a large percentage of cases, it is evident that 
it would be a positive deprivation if parents were not allowed 
to ask advice of edueationists, and trustees of surveyors and 
brokers. It is very confidently submitted that donees of powers 
may freely discuss the reasons for or against any particular 
course ; and may do so without running the risk of being held to 
act contrary totheir own judgment. They must, however, act in 
good faith, and, having informed themselves, and so put them 
selves in a proper position to act, they must themselves honestly 
exercise the confidence and discretion reposed in them (see 
O'Reilly ¥. Anderson, 8 Hare, 101; Fraser vy. Murdock, 6 App. Cas. 
“55, 864). And to carry this topic one step further, where a 
donee haa decided upon the precise appointment which he will 
make, it is as confidently conceived that no confidence or 
discretion will be delegated by his instructing counsel to prepare 
an instrument to express his wishes ; and, tbis instrument being 
prepared, that there cannot be any sufficient reason why he 
should not be permitted to execute the document by attorney 
(see Ssugden on Powers, p. 180; Attorney-General vy. Scott, 1 Ves 
Sen. 413; Offen v. Harman, 29 L. J. Ch. 309; Re London 
and Mediterranean Bank, Ex parte Birmingham Banking Co., L. Rh. 
2 Ch. 651; Re Hetling and Merton’s Contract, 1893, 3 Ch. 
269, 280). In such circumstances, the appointment is 
undoubtedly and in every respect an exercise of the donees 
judgment, and if that judgment has been previously 
guided by an exchange of views with men of experience, it will b: 
none the worse ; while tbe acts of the counsel, and of the attorney, 
are merely ancillary, and neither involve, nor affect, the discretion 
to be exercised. A little thought and good sense will, we think, 
readily define the dividing line. Would anyone suggest that 
the Origin of Species is less the work of its illustrious author 
because before publication, it was printed and bound, and, we 
may perhaps imagine, some portions discussed with friends, 
and revised ? 

Such interesting illustrations as those we bave cited of the 
two propositions that, in the exercise of a power, it is essential 
that the terms of the power, and all the formalities required by 
it, should, subject to any statutory modification thereof, be strictly 
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complied with; and that whenever trust is reposed in personal 
qualifications, that trust cannot be delegated ; will recall the 
advice first carefully to read the language of a power, and then 
as diligently to consider its meaning before ever attempting to 
exercise it. 
call to mind a most interesting and important case which was 
discussed in the Court of Appeal in 1894, and with a_ brief 
reference to which we must conclude. As we have seen, vicarius 
non habit vicarium. Hence, neither the driver nor the conductor 
of an omnibus can delegate to another the driving of it, in the 
absence of urgent necessity. If there be necessity, a servant 
employed for a particular purpose cun, it seems, delegate his 
duties. But, in that case, there was no necessity for the servant 
to act on his own view, inasmuch as, in the circumstances, the 
omnibus might have been left where the driver was stopped 
until such time as the owner bad been informed and consulted 
and asked what was to be done: Gilliam v. Twist (1895, 2 Q. B. 
84). And it will not bs forgotten that, now that the owner can 
be communicated with over the telephone, distance from his 
place of busine:s becomes a less important element in such a 
case. 


Reviews. 
Book of the Week. 


Rating.—<A Code of the Law of Rating and Procedure on Appeal. 
With an Appendix, Containing all the Statutes in Connection with the 
Law of Rating, fully Annotated, and Specimens of Valuations made 
for the Purposes of Rating. By Syivain Maver, B.A., Ph.D., 
K.C. Third Edition. T. Werner Laurie (Limited). 25s. net. 





Correspondence. 


The Licensing Compensation Charge. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—We should be much obliged if you or some of our pro- 


And the reasoning in those illustrations will a'so | 


fessional brethren would kindly oblige us by stating their views and | 


experience on the following difticult case. 
Many years ago A granted to B a building lease of a bare piece of 
land ata small ground rent’ Both Aand B are long since dead and 


their respective estates in the land have been sold and passed into | 
irule of equity, and if a testato, chooses to excludé the rule and to 


other hands. 

There is now on the land a inessuage which is used as a public 
house. But there is not a word in the lease about a licence, and 
consequently it seems clear that B’s successor in title is under no 
liability to maintain the licence, and can at any time convert the 
public-house into a private house. 

Under these circumstances can B’s successor in title deduct from 


the ground rent reserved by the lease of the land any part of the | 


Compensation Fund charge for the licence? See section 21 (3) of 
the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, Wooler v. North-Eastern 
Breweries (1910, 1 K. B. 247), and Pumford v. Butler & Co. (1914, 
2 Ch. 353.) 


It seems inequitable that A’s successor in title should be liable to | 


have part of the Compensation Fand charge deducted from his 
ground rent, seeing that I's successor in title is under no liability to 
maintain the licence, or to transfer it at the end of the lease to A’s 
successor in title. 

In cases where the leaseholder is under no liability to maintain 
the licence and the compensation authority decide to refuse the re 
newal of the licence, they usually apportion a very small part of the 
compensation money to the freeholder, although it seems that it 
would be only fair to divide it in the proportions in which the free 
holder and leaseholder respectively had contributed to the Compen- 
sation Fund charge. 

We assume that, in the case stated, B’s successor in title could not 
recover from A’s successor in title any portion of the increased licence 
duty under section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, because the rental 
value of the house built on the land, whether licensed or unlicensed, 
would exceed the ground rent reserved by the building lease, and 
during the continuance of the lease the existence of the licence in no 
way affects the amount of the ground rent. 

Row ey, Cuatwin & Emerson, 

Church Street, Birmingham, Sept. 23. 

[See observations under “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S./.] 
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Trustee's Remuneretion and Income Tax. 

[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—In cases where a testator provides remuner&tion for his 
trustees by way of an annuity, is the annuity liable to income tax 
at the full rate or at the lower rate as earned income ! 

I take it that, the annuity being payable out of fully taxed income— 
| rents, dividends, ete.—the tax must in the first instance be deducted 
lat the higher rate. Otherwise the estate would be a loser to the 
lextent of the difference between the two rates. But is not the 
| trustee entitled to a refund of such difference from tye Inland 
| Revenue! The expression “ earned income ’ is the subject of a 
| lengthy definition in the Finance Act, 1907, s. 19, and I cannot see 
| 
| 





| why a trustee's remuneration should not come within it. 

It is true that, prima facie, the office of trustee is not “an office 
| or employment ot profit,” but the testator seems to make it so in 
cases where he provides remuneration. W. H.W. 
Sept. 27 
| {In a recent case (unreported) Eve, J., was asked to give a 
direction to trustees tou pay some small annuities without deducting 
income tax on the ground that they were exempt. He pointed out, 
however, that this was impracticable, the reason no doubt being 
that the income tax is deducted before the trust income reaches the 
trustees. Similarly, as our correspondent suggests, the tax on the 
trustee’s annuity is necessarily first paid at the “unearned” rate, 
and if the “earned” rate a yp lic s, the difference must be reecvered 
from the Commissioners. t" any doubtful case this is difficult, but 
the rule that a trustee can take no profit is only the prima facie 


provide remuneration for his trustee, we should say that the trustee 
then holds an office or employment of profit within the Finance Act, 
1907. s. 19 (7) (a).--Ed. S.J.) ., 


Execution of Trusts (War. Facilities) 
Amendment Act, 1915. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journaltund Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—I should be obliged if you would inform me whether you 
consider that the reference to co-executors and co-administrators 
in section 2 of this Act indicates that the principal Act intended 
trustees to be able to appoint their co-trustees as attorneys 
ATHERTON Powys. 
6, Lincoln’s inn-fields, London, Sept. 13, 1915. 
{The publication of this letter has been accidentally delayed. See 
under “Current Topics.”—Ep. S./.] 


Aircraft Insurance. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporte r.] 
Sir,—The observations which have from time to time appeared in 
your journal have been of considerable assistance, but | have not 
yet see 1 it suggested that the provisions of 14 Geo. 3, c. 78, 8. 83, 
should be made applicable to this class of insurance so far as 
buildings are concerned, so that any person interested can have 
the money expended in rebuilding the property damaged. 
Any person interested in the fire insurance should have this right, 
as there is difficulty in getting every name on the aircraft policy. 
F. R. B. 
13, Walbrook, E.C., Sept. 25. 
} [See observations under “Current Topics.”—Ep, S./.] 














THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Oct. 2, to15 








New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


Che London Gazette of 24th September contains the following : 


l. A Proclamation, dated 24th September, prohibiting the exporta 
tion of all articles to China and Siam unless they are consigned to 
persons or bodies of persons notified by the Foreign Se retary or the 
Board of Trade The same Gazette contains a long list of persons 
and bodi persons so notified by the Foreign Se« retary : 

2. An Order in Council, dated 24th September (printed below), 
further amendit the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation Regula 
Lions 1914 

3 \ Wa Office Notice, dated 24th September (printed below}, 


specifying the war material’ to which Regulation Wa of the 
Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations applies 
+. An Order in Council, dated 24th September, applying the Defence 
of the Realm (Liquor Control) Regulations to the area included in the 
following Schedule 
SCHEDULE 
London Area, being the Area comprised im the City of London ; 
The Metropolitan Police District; The Urban District of Wat 
ford n the County of Herts: The Petty Sessional Division of 
Romford, in the County of Essex; The Urban District of Dartford, 
and the Parishes of Darenth, Stone, Sutton-at-Hone, Swanscombe 
and Wilmington, in the County of Kent. 
An Order in Council, dated 24th September, altering the Barrow 
n-Furness area to which the Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) 
Regulations were applied by Order in Council, dated 6th July, The 


new area is defined as follows 


rhe Area comprised in the County Borough of Barrow-in-Fur 
ness, the Townships of Angerton, Broughton West, Dalton-in 
Furness, Egton-with Newland, Kirkby-Lreleth, Mansriggs, Os 


motherly Pennington and Ulverston, and the Parishes of Alding 
ham and Urswick, in the County of Lancaster, and the Parishes 
of Millom Urban, Millom Rural and Whicham, in the County of 
Cumberland, 


And the Order made for Barrow-in- Furness by the Central Control 


tloard (Li juor Pra ffi sto apply to the new area. 

6. An Order in Council, dated 24th September, applying section 20 
of the Finance Act, 1894. to the Ts rritory of Wei-hai-wei, as though it 
were a British Possession 

7 A Notice printed below, that an Order as to liquor control has 


been made under the Defence of the Realm Act. amending the Scot 
land, Northern, Area Order so tar as it affects the description of 
Peterhead and District. 
The London Gazette of 28th September contains the following :— 
8. An Admiralty Notice to Mariners, dated 25th September 
(No. 862 of the year 1915, cancelling No. 431 of 1915), relating to 
England, East Coast, and in particular the*® River Humber, 


Defence of the Realm Regulations, 
ORDER IN COUNCIL. 


Whereas by an Order in Council, dated the twenty-eighth day of 
November, nineteen hundred and fourteen, His Majesty was pleased to 
make Regulations (called the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regu 
lations, 1914) under the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act. 1914, 
for securing the public safety and the defence of the Realm 

And whereas the said Act has been amended by the Defence of the 
Realm (Amendment) Act, 1915, the Defence of the Realm (Amendment) 
No, 2 Act, 1915, and the Munitions of War Act, 1915: 

And whereas the said Regulations have been amended by Orders in 
Council, dated the twenty-third day of March, the thirteenth day of 
April, the twenty-ninth day of April, the second day of June, the tenth 
day of June, the sixth day of July, and the twenty-eighth day of July, 
nineteen hundred and fifteen: 

And whereas it is expedient further to amend the said Regulations in 
manner hereinafter appearing : 

Now, therefore, & it is hereby ordered that the following amend 
ments be made in the said Regulations 

1. After Regulation 64 the following Regulation shall be inserted 

6n. The Secretary of State may grant licences for the establishment of 
new or the alteration of existing factories and magazines for gunpowder 
and other explosives intended for war purposes notwithstanding that 
the assent of the local authority to the grant of any such licence has not 
heen obtained in accordance with the requirements of the Explosives 
Act, 1875. and anv licence so granted shall, during the continuance of 
the present war, have the like effect as if auch assent had been obtained 
In manner provided by that Act. 





Iv’s WaAr-tTime, But — Don’t ForGet 
THe MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL 
Ilys RESPONSIBILITIES ARB GREAT AND MusT BE MET. 








2. At the end of Regulation 14 the following paragraph shall be 
inserted : 
If any person remains in or enters any area in contrayention of 
an order under this Regulation he may be removed therefrom by 
the direction of the competent naval or military authority, 


5. After Regulation 30 the following Regulation shall be inserted 

504. No person shall, without a permit issued under the authority of 
the Admiralty or Army Council or the Minister of Munitions, either on 
bis own behalf or on behalf of any other person— 

(a) buy, sell, or deal in ; or 

(4) offer or invite an offer or propose to buy, sell, or deal in ; 01 

(c) enter into negotiations for the sale or purchase of or other 

dealing in; 

any war material to which this Regulation may for the time being be 
applied by order of the Admiralty or Army Council or the Minister of 
Munitions, whether or not the sale, purchase, or dealing is, or is to be, 
effected in the United Kingdom. 

If any person acts in contravention of the foregoing provision, or aids 
or abets any other person, whether or not such other person is in the 
United Kingdom, in doing anything which if done in the United King 
dom would be a contravention ot the foregoing provision, or fails to 
comply with any condition subject to which a permit under this Regu 
lation has been granted, such person shall be guilty of an offence against 
these Regulations, and if mo a person is a company, every director 
and officer of the company shall also be guilty of an offence against these 
Regulations unless he proves that the contravention took place without 
his knowledge or consent : 

Provided that nothing in this Regulation shall affect any transaction 
authorised by a permit of the competent naval or military authority 
under Regulation 0. 

NOTICE. 
War Office, 24th September, 1915 

In pursuance of the powers conferred on them by Regulation 304 of 
the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Regulations, 1914, the Army 
Council hereby order that the war material to which that Regulation 
applies shall be war material of the following classes and descriptions, 
that is to say: Arms and ammunition of a military nature, including all 
arms of greater calibre than .23 inch and ammunition therefor (other 
than shot guns and sporting ammunition for shot guns) and military 
‘ xplosives. 

NOTICE. 
Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control). 


Norice or AN AmMENDING OrpER oF THE CenTRAL Controt Boarp 
(Liquor TRAFFIC). 

Notice is hereby given that the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), 
in pursuance of the powers conferred wpon them by the Acts and Regu- 
lations relating to the Defence of the Realm, have issued an Amending 
Order, dated the 21st September, 1915, so far as affects the description 
of Peterhead and District as defined in the Order of the Board dated the 
17th September, 1915, relating to the Scotland, Northern, Area. 

Copies of the above amending Order can be obtained on application to 
the Secretary, Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), 76, Strand, 


London, W.C. 








The East Coast Raids. 


The East Coast Raid Committee which was appointed towards the end 
of January with Lord Parmoor as chairman—the other members being 
Mr. A. J. Ram, K.C., and Mr. Robert Lewis, and the secretary being 
Mr. Aubrey T. Lawrence—has, says the Times, concluded its investiga 
tions of the claims submitted and has presented its final report to the 
Treasury : 

The investigations covered the bombardment of the Hartlepools, Scat 
borough, and Whitby and the fourteen air raids which occurred before 
18th June. The number of claims for personal injury reported on was 
697, of which 178 were fatal cases, while the number of properties 
investigated was 10,297. ’ ’ 

it was necessary to employ skilled assessors of the highest eminence “ 
examine into and to advise the committee upon each claim. The tots 
expenditure inc urred by the committee for assessment, secretarial, offic | 
and all other expenses has worked out at 24 per cent. of the tota 
umount recommended by them for payment. 





Sealing Probate and Divorce Orders. 


At the meeting of the Council of the Law Society on 23rd July, say 8 the 
Law Society's Gazette for September, the President reported on beha! 
of the Legal Procedure Committee that they had made representations to 
the President of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division as to the 
desirability of sealing Probate and Divorce Orders. He reported furthes 
that the President of the Division had replied that he had looked _ 
the matter with the desire to meet the views of the Council, that, while 
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he desired to preserve in every respect the practice which had hitherto 
prevailed as to Probate and Divorce summonses and orders, he was will 
ing, in deference to the suggestion of The Law Society, that a seal should 
be impressed on orders or summoneges, in addition to the stamp of the 
signature of the Judge or Registrar, and that he had accordingly given 
orders for a seal to be made and for its use after the Long Vacation on 
ail orders or summonses, in addition to the usual stamp now used. 

It was resolved that an expression of thanks be addressed to Sir 
Samuel Evans, 








Income Tax Payable by Solicitors 
on Active Service. 


A letter, says the Law Society's Gazette for September, has been 
received from the Secretary to the Board of Inland Revenue, in which he 
writes :-~ 

5th August, 1915. 

I am directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to state that in the 
case of a solicitor, who is at present abroad on active service with 
His Majesty's Forces and who is continuing to draw his share of the 
profits of the firm in which he is a partner, they would not object to 
his share of the firm’s profits being charged to income tax at the 
rate applicable to earned income, 


Obituary. 
Mr. Arthur Francis Leach. 


Mr. Arthur Francis Leach, one of the Charity Commissioners, died in 
London on Tuesday. The son of Mr. Thomas Leach, barrister, and great 
nephew of the late Sir John Leach, Master of the Rolls, he was born in 
1851, and was educated at Winchester and New College, Oxford. He 
won the Stanhope University Prize Essay in 1872, took a first in Lit 
Hum. in 1873, and was a Fellow of All Souls from 1874 to 1881. He was 
called to the Bar by the Middle Temple in 1874, and ten years later was 
appointed Assistant Charity Commissioner for the Endowed Schools 
Department. He became Administrative Examiner under the Board of 
Education in 1901, and two years later Assistant Secretary. He was 
appointed a Charity Commissioner in 1906. Mr. Leach was the author 
of numerous publications, chiefly on the historical side of education, 
among them being “ English Schools at the Reformation,” ‘The Schools 
of Medieval England,” and histories of Winchester College, Bradfield 
College, and other schools. Mr. Leach married, in 1881, Emily, daughter 
of the late Mr. S. Kemball Cook, and sister of Sir C. A. Cook and Sir 
£. T. Cook, by whom he had four sons and two daughters. His second 
son, Lieut. G. K. Leach, 6th Border Regiment, was killed in Gallipoli 
last month. 








Mr. Henry T. Thomson. 


Lieutenant Henry Thomas Thomson, 7th South Staffordshire Regiment, 
who died of wounds in London on 26th September, received his com- 
mission on 19th October, 1914. He was a son of the late Andrew Thomson, 
LL.D., Reader in Equity to the Inns of Court, and was educated at 
University College, London, and Balliol College, Oxford, where he took 
his degree with honours in mathematics, afterwards taking his B.C.L. 
and M.A. He was called to the Bar by Lincoln’s Jnn in 1902 and 
practised on the Chancery side. He had been one of the Revising 
Barristers for the Middlesex Circuit for the past four years. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Ernest Moow, K.C., has been appointed Chairman of the Durham 
Joint District Board on the Coal Trade, in place of Sir Robert Romer, 
resigned. 

The Rev. E. W. Barnes, Sc.D., F.R.S., Fellow and Tutor of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, has been appointed to be Master of the Temple. Dr. 
Barnes went up to Cambridge from King Edward's School, Birmingham, 
as a scholar of Trinity College, and in 1896 was bracketed second Wrangler. 
A year later he took a first class in the first division of the Mathematical 
Tripos, Part II., and was first Smith’s prizeman in 1898, besides being 
President of the Union. He was immediately elected to a Fellowship of his 
college, and appointed Instructor at the Royal Military Academy, Wool- 
wich. Since his ordination he has served as Assistant Lecturer, Junior 
Dean, and Tutor of his college. His papers on mathematical subjects 
have been highly appreciated, and in 1909 he was elected F.R.S. Dr. 
Barnes has been a select preacher at Cambridge on several occasions, 


General. 


Judge Mulligan, K.C., commenting recently on a number of judgment 
summonses at Holbeach (Lincs.) County Court in which the defendants 


were earning under £1 a week, said that the cost of living had risen 
34 per cent., and he refused to make orders. In one case, where a 
man had a wife and three children to keep, he pointed out that if the 
man was in the Army the woman would be getting a separation allow 
ance of 19s, 

Mr. Arthur Newton, formerly a solicitor, who was sentenced at the 
Central Criminal Court in the summer of 1913 to three years’ penal 
servitude, has been released, having earned by good conduct the 
customary remission of the remaining one-fourth of his term. 


It was reported by the finance committee at a meeting of the 
Westminster City Council last week that the precept of the Westminster 
Guardians would be lower by £9,C42 than the sum ot ginally estimated 
last year. Against that, however, had to be put an increase of £7,053 
required for the Metropolitan Police. This, the chairman of the 
committee stated, was entirely due to the “idiotic folly '’ of those 
persons who went about breaking up German shops in various parts 
of London. It simply represented the money that had been paid for 
the work of those over-enthusiastic zealots. 


In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, Mr. Herbert Samuel, 
replying to Sir J. D. tees, said The postal and telegraph 
charges for which legislation is required can only take effect 
after the passage of the Finance Bill. I hope it may be possible to 
bring them into effect on lst November. Legislation is not required for 
the increases in trunk telephone charges and call office fees and the 
charges for postal orders, and these will take effect from Ist October 
Fixed annual “ flat rate’’ payments for telephone service will be raised 
in each case at the end of the period for which rental has already been 
received, or at the earliest date thereafter on which existing agree- 
ments can be terminated. Sir J. D. Rees; Will the abolition of half 
penny postage be introduced before the Finance Bill is passed? Mr. 
Herbert Samuel: No, sir. 

In a written answer to Sir A, Markham, Mr, Asquith gives the follow 
ing particulars of the Prize Fund:—On 3lst March the Paymaster 
General held on behalf of the Admiralty Division of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature in Prize a sum of £1,862,476 11s, 6d. Of this £577,676 9s. 6d 
was net proceeds of vessels, freight, and cargo condemned, 
£1,282,107 4s, 5d. net proceeds of freight and cargo awaiting adjudica 
tion or release, and £2,692 17s. 7d. miscellaneous, mainly freights on 
detained vessels. The amount in the hands of the Paymaster-General 
on 23rd September was £3,754,600 15s., but details of the composition of 
this balance are not yet available. The figures given above include all 
cases falling within the jurisdiction of the Prize Court in this country, 
whether captures by his Majesty’s ships or seizures by Customs officers 
The ultimate destination of prize moneys is under consideration, and in 
the meantime it would not be regular to pay them into the Exchequer. 
The moneys in question, as stated in the first part of the reply, are 
in the hands of the Paymaster-General, who deals with them in accord- 
ance with the directions of the proper officers of the court. 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer (Mr. McKenna), replying to Mr. Currie and Sir J. Rolleston, 
said :—The stage which has been reached in the original valuation of 
land under Part I, of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, renders it possible 
to dispense with the services of a number of the temporary valuation 
staff, and the reduction in numbers is being effected, so far as possible, 
by selecting for discharge men of military age. ‘There is no intention 
of replacing the officers now being discharged. The number of Valuation 
Office officials whose employtnedl under the Board of Inland Revenue 
terminated between 1st March and 1st September is 1,437. The number 
of new appointments in this period is twelve. The number of the 
effective valuation staff on Ist September was 2.620, the salaries amount- 
ing to £411,150. Valuation Office premises to the rental value of £2,800 
have either already been given up or will be given up at an early 
date. The number of officials employed on fst September in the land 
values branch of the Inland Revenue Department was fifty-six, their 
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BLAZO MANUFACTURING Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 4 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
Arthur “albank, C.A., 34, Grey st, Newcast'e upon Tyne, liquidator. 


dicating that the Government have 


{ the future‘ 


iW 


The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 


** Oxford "’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited 


other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
William Baker 
Avoid imitations, whica, although similar in name and general appear 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
The ‘‘ Oxford "’ is only genuine when connected with the 


sole inventors and manufacturers, 


expensive. 
name of Watiam Backer & Co.—(Advt.) 


Winding-up Notices. 


STOCK COMPANIES, 


JOINT 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY 
London Gazatte.—FRIDAY 
Pusticity, Ltp (In LiguipaTion).—Credito 


send their names and addresses, and th 
Quirk, Winchester House 


ed | 
ACETYLENE 
Nov 1%, t 
claims, to Mr. C, J 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Sept. 24 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASPINALL, MARY ELLEN, Cleveleys,nr Blackpool Bolton 
Pet Aug 26 Ord Sept! 
Bonsor, JAM#S, Marston Job/ett, 
Coventry Pet Sept2? 

BRitTon, Ernest, Waterloo 
Court ‘et July 17 Ord Sept 

BycrorT, WILLIAM, and ARTHUE 
Spa, Lincs, Builders Lincoln 
S-ptis 

CAIRNS, JAMES BLYTH, Ptanwix 
Carlisle Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 

CartTwriout. J F P, Chester, Solicitor 
9 Ord Sept 21 

Croeny, WILLIAM Moers 
Canterbury Pet Sept 20 

Devey, Amy, Birmingham 
Ord Sept 21 

GAMBLE, WALTER MARSHALI 
Leicester Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 

Garsipe, James E, Newton, Hyde, 
Merchant Ashton under Lyne 
Sept 21 

HALL, Groner JAMES CHARLES, Bedminst:r 
Bristol Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept °0 

Jones, WILLIAM LAKE, Gurnos, Yetalvfera, 
Dealer Neath Pet Sept 2 Ord Sept 22 

LEWIS, EDWARD, Snettisham, Norfolk, butcher 
Lynn Pe July 29 Ord Sept 16 

MARKOVITCH, NATHAN, Stepney Green, 
High Court Pet Aug26 Ord Sept 22 

Moon ULILAH, Avebury, nr Mariborovgh, 
Pet Sert 21 Ord Sept 21 

Norman, Water, Hapton, Lancs, Jo'ner 
Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 

Pui ps, WALTER GEonGR, Ashford, Midclx, Tronmonger 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 20 

SALTER, Evita Lovis® Rose, E stbourne Lewes 
Sept 20 Ord Sept 20 

STOLLOFF, Ray, Newcastle upon Tyne Newcastle upon 
Tyne Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 

SumMMERS, Henry, Scarborough, Boarding House Keeper 
Searborough Pet Sept 22 Ord Sept 22 

WALTER, SAMUEL WILLIAM PILLY, Greenwich, Kent, Oil 
and Colourman Greenwich Pet Sept17 Ord Sept 17 


nr Nuneaton, Fruiterer 
Ord Sent 2 
Financial 
0 
KIRKBY, 
Pet Sept 


Agent High 
Woodhall 
18 Ord 
Carlisle, lronmonger 
”) 

Chester Pet April 
Canterbury, Provision Dealer 
Ord Sept 20 
B rmingham 


Pet Sept 21 


Hathern, Leicester, Miner 
Who'es 


Pet Sept 17 


Fruit 
Ord 


Haulier 


Gam, Bo 
King's 
Dealer 


Tobacco 


“ilts Swindon 
Burnley Pet 


Pet 





salaries totalling £9,570. Mr. Watt: May we take those figures as 
! abandoned the 
rhe Chancellor of the Exchequer : 


at 


Oct. 2, tors 





taxation of land Joh 


No 


Hear Co, Lrp 


** Ideal Homes" and 


Spring gdns, Manchester 
& Co., Oxford 


wick, st, liquidators 


1, Clarence 


t 
ra 


particulars of 
Old Broad st 


Resolutions 


Hem! ock (B.C.) Mines, Ltd. 


South Wales Entertainments, Lid 
Scarbrough Steam Shipping Co, Ltd 


4 
are required or before 


their debts or I 


Heap Co, Ltd 
d 
liquidator 





WILKS, RICHARD, Peterb rough, Butcher Peter borough 


Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BELTON, Grorak ARTHUR, Eastleigh, Southampton 
2 ati2 Off Ker, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
Southampton 

BRITTON, ERNEST, Waterloo 
at ll 


“8 


Oct 
at, 
pl, Financial Agent Oct 4 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Call JAMES BLYTH, Stanwix, Carlis‘e, 
Oct 4 at 11 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Cocks, HENRY NATHANIEL, Midd!emcor, 
Dev Journeyman Painter Oct 1 at 
land ter, Plymo ith 
FLETCHER, JOHN RICHARD 
Met 4atll Off Rec, 138, Winckley +t, Preston 
GAMBLE, WALTER MARSHALL, Hathern, Leicester, Miner 
Oct 1 at Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
HARRISON. JOHN PuILip, Upper Norwocd, Sur.ey 
t3 182%, Yo k rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
HARRISON, WILLIAM, and EBENEZER LITTLE 
Liver ool, Timber Merchants Oct 5 at 
Common Hall, Hackins Hey, Liverp ol 
HAWKES, HARRY WILLIAM, Pontypo, Mon, Baker Oc’ 1 
at 11 Off Rec, 144. Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
HOWARD, Harry, Littlehampton, Sorveyor Oct6 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 124. Marlborough p!, Briahton 
MAREOVITCH, NATHAN, Stepney Green, lobacco Dialer 
Oct 4at12 Bankruptcy bdgs, Carey st 
PuiLrs, WALTER Groner, Ashford, Middix, General Iron- 
monger Oct 4 at 11 182, York rd, We tmiuster 
Bridge rd 
WALTER, SAMUBI 
and Colourma” 
minster Bridge rd 
WARNES, THOMAS, Burgh Castle, Suffolk, Market Gar- 
dener Oct 2at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BELTON, GEORGE ARTHUR, Eastleigh, Southampton, Pri 
vate in His Majesty's Aimy Southampton Pet Se)t 
17 Ord Sept 20 

BoNnsoR, JAMES, Marston Jobbett, near Nuneaton, Fruit- 
erer Coventry PetSept22 Ord Sept 22 

BURTON, JosEPH, Maddox st, Letter of Apartments 
Court PetMar9 Ord Sept 20 

Bycrort, WILLIAM, and ArTHUR KIRKBY, Woodhall Sp., 
Lincs, Builders Lincoln Pet Sept 18 Ord Sept 18 

CAIRNS, JAMES HELYTH, Stanwix, Carlisle, Ironmonger 
Carlisle Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 20 


Ironmonger 


Whitchurch, 


n, 3.15 7, Buck 


Blackburn, China Merchant 


Oct 1 


GREGORY 
ll The 


Greenwich, Kent, Oil 
132, York rd, West- 


WILLIAM PILLY 
Oct 1 at 3.30 


Hizh 


BURTON-ON TRENT NEWSPAPER AND PUBLISHING 
on or before Oct 23, to send in their names and addresses, w.th particulars of theip 
debts or claims, to Charles Harrison, 179, Horninglow st Burton on Trent, liquidator 

—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 9, to send their names . 

dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Albert Grierson, 9 

liquidator. ’ 

LIVERPOOL SORENIC RAILWAY 
TION).—Creditors are required, on or be’ore Oct 10, to send ia their names and 
adresses, and particu'ars of their debts or claims, to J, A. E. Findley, 1 and 2, War. 


STAMPORD LAUNDRY, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before “Nov 1, to sen! 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Broadbent, 
Arcade chmbrs, Stamford st, Ashton under Lyne, liquidator. 


Venice Scenic Railway Co 
St Petersburg Scenic Railway Co., Ltd, 


—— 


ta 


ebts or claims, tg 


Co, Lrp —Creditors are required, 
ind ad 


AND River Ripes, Co, Lrp, (IN VOLUNTARY Liguma- 


in theit 


for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Sept. 24. 


Willism Lloyd, Ltd. 

Acetylene Publicity, Ltd. 
Arnoya Mining Co., Lid, 
Eloesser Steel Driving Belt, Lid. 


Ltd Charles J. Saunders, Ltd. 


CrosBy, WILLIAM Moss, Canterbury, Provision Dealer 
Canterbury Pet Sept 20 Ord Se; t 20 
| DAVIES. ANNIE MARY Louisa, Liverpool 
Feb 23 Ord Sept 20 
Devey, AMY, Birmingham 
Ord Sept 21 
GAMBLE, WALTER MARSHALL, Hathern, Leicester 
Leicester Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 
HARRISON, JOUN PHILIP, Crescent rd, 
Croydon Pet Augil7 Ord Sept 21 
HARVEY, ANDREW CHARLES JAMES, Wooburn, 
Grocer Aylesbury Pet Aug 28 Ord Sept 20 
HowarpD, Harry, Littlehampton, Surveyor 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Sept 16 
Jones, WILLIAM LAK&, Gurnos, Ystalyfera, Glim, Boot 
Dealer N-ath Pet Sept 22 Ord Sept 22 
KONTILI, DAVIS, and SOLOMON KONTILI, Southend on Sea, 
General Fancy Goods Dealers Chelmsford Pet Sept 
7 Ord Sept 20 
LINDSAY, WILLIAM MONTGOMERY CONYERS, Clifton gdna, 
Maida Vale High Ccurt Pet July 15 Ord Sept 20 
Moon, ULiLan, Avebury, nr Marlborough, Wilts, Baker 
ani Grocer (Widow) Swindon Pet Sept 2: Ord 
Sept 21 
NoRMAN, WALTER, Hapton, Lancs, Joiner Pet 
Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 
PHILPS, WALTER GORGE, Ash‘ord, Midd x, Ironmonger 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 21 
SALTER, Epira Lovise Rosx, Eastbourne Eastbourne 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 20 
STOLLOFF, Ray, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Tyne Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 
SUMMERS, HENRY, Scarborough, Boarding Hcuse Keeper 
Scarborough Pet Sept 22 Ord Sept 22 
WALTER, SAMUEL WILLIAM PILLY, Greenwich, Kent, Of 
and Colourman Greenwich Pet Sept 17 Ord Sept17 
WILKS, RICHARD, Peterborough, Butcher Peterborough 
Pet S3:pt 21 Ord Sept 21 


Liverpo.| Pet 


Birmingiam Pet Set 2% 
Miner 
Upper Norwood 
Backs, 


Brighton 


Burnley 


Newcastle upon 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
tte London Gazette of July 30: 


Leicester sq, Music 
Ord July 2 


HEDGES, ELVEN EVERETT, Lisle st, 
Hall Artiste High Court Pet July 28 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 6: 


ALEXANDER, Davies st, Berkeley sq 
jet Jan 26 Ord July 31 


LANDAU, SIGMUND 
Stockbroker High Court 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


oe MOooORGATE STRUT, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICH NSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 08 


application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks In connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 











upon 


Keeper 


nt, Oi 
Sept 17 
rough 





